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555, that an invention patented here is not to be defeated by a prior foreign 
patent, provided nothing has been done which enables one in this country to 

gractice the invention without making experiments. The granting of a patent 
ere is independent of what may have been done abroad, if the article is not in 
general use by the American public. 

Railroads — Watchman at Crossing — Accident to Deaf Person— Pisko- 
rowski v. Detroit, G. H. & M. R. R. Co., 80 M. W. 241 (Mich.)— A deaf man 
walking along a railroad track attempted to cross the same at a street cross- 
ing where a flagman was stationed to give warning of the approach of trains. 
Before starting across he had been hailed by workmen on an approaching 
hand-car, but failed to hear their call and was injured by the car in conse- 
quence. He had no warning from the flagman of the hand-car's approach. 
Held, that no negligence could be imputed to the company because of the 
flagman's neglect to warn, when he did not know that the injured man was 
deaf. 

This seems to be a strange and not altogether correct decision in view of 
the general rule that a person injured while crossing a railroad track at a 
street crossing has a right to rely, as the plaintiff did, on the flagman to give 
him notice of the approach of trains. Cf. Richmond v. R. R. Co., 87 Mich. 
374, where plaintiff recovered damages because the necessity of a warning 
was apparent to the flagman, but he neglected the duty of giving notice of an 
approaching train. 

The fact that the operators of the hand-car gave warning ought not to 
excuse the flagman from doing the same, for it would seem to be as much his 
duty to give notice of the approach of a hand car as to warn persons of an 
oncoming locomotive or train, and this duty should exist irrespective of 
whether the men on the hand-car gave notice or not. The placing of flagmen 
at street crossings in populous districts is an additional safeguard required, 
besides the warning signals from trains themselves. 

Restraint of Trade — Extent to which Allowed— Saddlery Hardware 
Co. v. Hillsboro Mills, 44 Atl. 300 (N. H.). — Defendant agreed in writing 
to sell and ship to plaintiff 622 blankets of different styles, at prices specified 
and " not to sell blankets to anyone else in New York City." There 
was no limitation as to time. Held, the contract being in restraint of 
trade, is not to be extended by construction beyond the fair and natural 
import of the language used, and that agreement will continue only for such 
length of time as will afford the buyer a reasonable opportunity for disposing 
of the goods in the usual course of trade with the exercise of due diligence. 

This principle of construction shows the disfavor in which the law still 
holds contracts in restraint of trade. As was said in a New York case, Green- 
field v. Gilman, (140 N. Y. 168), "while the law, to a certain extent, tolerates 
contracts in restraint of trade or business, and will uphold them, they are not 
to be treated with special indulgence." The same principle was applied in 
determining the territorial limits in which contracts operated as a restraint in 
Smith v. Martin, 80 Ind. 260, and in Roller v. Ott 14 Kan. 609, it was said 
provisions of such a contract should not be extended by construction or impli- 
cation beyond what their terms clearly require. Harkinson's Appeal, 78 Pa 
St. 196, is to the same effect. 

Shipping — Test of Master — Liability of Owners — Guttner et al. v. 
Pacific Whaling Co., 96 Fed. 616. — The masters of two whaling ships, 
together with natives living on shore, took from an ice-bound vessel, without 
consent of those in charge, certain provisions. Held, that the principle of 
joint tort feaser does not apply, and that the owners of one of the vessels 
could only be held liable for the value of such stores taken as were used by 
his ship, and which it would have been within the scope of the master's em- 
ployment to secure. 



